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TITLE I AND TEE ENSTITUTIONALIZINtiEF EVALUATION
IN AN URBAN SCHDOL SYSTEM

4

The focus o", this paper is to describe the.impact on evalugtion

`activities in a large urban sCh6a1 system produced by the eialuation ma

date of the" stem alr3 Secondary Education Act of 1955 for Title Z

4 programs. From the vantage point of a dere& of such evaluation efforts

for ESA Titli I, it is clear that an unanticipated result in the school

district has been the legitimizing of a policy for evaluation. During

this decade of evaluation experience, formulation of evaluation policies

and implementation of evaluation activities occurred desplt constraints

produced by thi complexities of the district bureaucracy. Thatpthe impetus

for determining program efforts could be sustained, although viewed by some

district authority figures and practitioners as a necessary evil for quali-

fying for funds, represents a rare turn of events. It runs counter to the

typical fate of evaluation in bureaucratic systems..

School district decision makers traditionally have not accorded

evaluation findings an important role, if indeed any portion of a role, in

the formulation of policy or progranning. Little consideration has been

given to the data needed to sustain program.worth. F ds have been

presented for, objective evidence of program effects. ResearChers.of

innovation processes have contended that the administrator's tendency in

,

the matter of implementing educational change more often than not has been

to "fall back on bromides, rules of thumb and conceptualiz-ations without

a strong empirical base" (Miles, 1974).

There have been, however, formidable problems in maintaining

evaluation activities. Caro (1971) asserts that freely available facts

3
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might reduce the security of the borezucrats who would view evaluative

data ibout programs as a threat. The low prestige accorded to research

in action settings, the implementation problems of research in action

settings and disagreement about use of results have also ccntrib3ted to

the problem of maintaining evaluative researrli activities. From an

extensive review of the literature on issues in evaluation of social

paalrams, Lora (19M identifies =tar problems--trelylv::ed 2d=

ninistratbrs and evaluators at cross p,srposes1---T5Ce include ineffective

comnUmication and collaboration between eeTknistrator and evaluator,

vague definitions of roles, conflict between staff and management loyalties,

burdensome data collection procedures, issues of administrator program

commitment and evaluator program neutiality, loose dissemination of

results and budget canstrainti.

In 1965, the mandate for evaluation of ESEA TitIe.1 programs was

unprecedented. Since the.; tine, dimensions of the failures and successes

Rroduced by the mandate have provided a major them in the literature

related to evaluation. Cohen (1970) in his anAlysis of the.ESEA Title

evaluation provision noted that it licked any "enabling mechanism1' and

that the responsibility for carrying it out was specifically delegated
. 4

to state and local education authorities who oper'ated the progtams, This

turn of events was, in his opinion, "equivalent 6 abandoning much hope.

of useful program evaluation." In addition, Cohen (1970) enphasize4 the

political dimension of evaluation. The politics were critical bac-au-se

the use of information which was at least potentially relevant to

decision-making was involved. Such efforts Xould result in allocation
4

*
-* of resourcesmoney, position, authority involved and the like. To the

extent that this information was a basis or excuse fOr-ChangingPower

4
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relatAnshi,ps within the institution, the evaluation, in Cohen's opinion

became a political activity.

In a thorough case study of ESEA Title T.;$illqation inpleten-

teflon, McLaughlin (1975) described the efforts as "a mixture of reform

counterreforn, demand and compromise" which were generally dissipated

by the "constraints of a policy stem and behavior of bureaucracies."

McLaughlin (1973) identified najor obstacles to the effort:
ors. 9

The history of Title I evaluation also suggests a number
of implications about the conduct and use of evalbation
in a multi-level govern;ent structure These lessons raise
both methodological and functional questions about the
wisdom of continuing pursuit of scientific rationality,
especially in the instance of broad-aim social action
programs, such, as Title I, which replesent an institutional-
ized federal investment. The Title ,I experience has- shown
how resistant the educational policy system is to assessment
of achievements and accomplishments, and alsb that a number
of obstacles to this confirmatory style of reporting.are
inherent in the system itself...Specifically, data on the
relative effectiveness of teaching strategies or allocation
of resources viii be difficult to gather not only because
of the unsystematic and decentralized data7colliction
practices existing at the local.level, but also because
local programs have little interest in these data and are
disinclined to collect them or furnish them.

In McLaughlin's viewthe final crux of the problem in the

Title I experience uas that "anyone who looks to evaluation to take the

politics out of decisionmaking is bound to be disappointed." 'McLaughlin
e-%

(1975) contended; "Evaluation efforts basei on expectations for reform

by means of a social report, or better information on program accomplish-

rent, certainly would find in theory, But in practice,

they mayiturn out to be little more than enpty

-Observation of...public school affairs in the ten years following

passage of ESEA has prompted Halperin (1975) to identify various educe-

tionarsuccesses for Public Law 89-10.* He attributed the beginning'of the

.5

4
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edncational accountability rovement to ESEA Title I evaluation provisions.

"In 1963," be noted, "any federal prescription for testing, for measuring

educational outcom es, for requiring anything other tlIPTI basic fiscal

honesty, was certain to provide FwmnnitiOn for ESEA's foes." Although

ESEA eyaluitions got off to a slow start with widetprogran variations

among States, no uniform reporting procedures, few comparable practices

20 aAegs,4cleagnot mandates for evaluation s/1: edncational pro, ii have

emerged. The most recent extension of ESEA 93-3B0) in Halperin's

opinion, showed that the Congress has embraced the concept of evaluation

with its stipulation for development and publishing of standards fin-

deterninatimn of effectiveness. This requirement, he contended, wbUld

"have been politically unthintiMe a decade ago."

Although the literature generally has featured the fai]ures of

national'evaluation efforts of Title I, rarely has it included accounts of

local Tittle I evalpation efforts. Yet the mandate for Title I evaluation

engendered-a range of responses from local educational agencies. (Webster

1972). Some 300 school districts are currently operating research/evaluation

units. Certainly some momentum for this state of affairs can be attributed

to the need to produce Title.I evaluations.

Webster (1972) observed that the pressure for uation in the

public schools, in the absence of an earnest interest _in objective informa-

tion, led to many research and evaluatio departments structured along

,project lines. In his-opi9ion, such structuring had tneded to inhibit the

establishment of a systematic data base and to discourage the adoption of a

uniBed strategy for evaluation. In Cleveland, the respaMsibility for ESEA

1" personal comcnnication, Dr...Larry W. Barber, "lice President-, School
Evaluation and Program Development (Division H, American Educational,

Research AsSociation.)

1,y 6-



Title I evaluation fell to the Bureau of Educational Research. Since the

S. .

early twenties, the Bureau was a service division within the Cleveland systemL

Traditionally, the Bureau 1,1vvided.information retrieval related to selected

4.
areas of Pftinistrative research as well as city-wide testing services.

In this latter irm±_nce, the Bureau staff had constructed numerams types of

tests and produced local norms for these instruments to gauge impact of

varics Cleveland curricula. A regular testing program for elementary schools

had been implemented annually since the 1925-24 school year. Flening, 1974)

notes that under the direction of the then Division of Reference and Research,

the original plan involved adninistration of initial and final tests. in order

to facilitate study of the semester's growth in prhievement in the five

academic si.lbjects in which_ the tests were given. Such a testing arrangement

correlated with the seni-Prmv1 promotion plan of the Cleveland system in

effect-at that time.

To meet the demands of evaluation' services for ESEA Title I, the

first task for the Sureau became the recruitment of a staff with conpetencies

in evaluation. Development of the proposals--applications, narratives,

budgets and the like, emerged as another priority for the Bureau's services.

From the onset, the,strategy.for progiaa development was the requirement

that the design of the program be scheduled concurrently with the design of
**I

evaluation procedures. A major advaitage of this procedure was readily ap-
..

parent, a cohesive approach for programaing and eiaivation was developed--

producing a more efficient use of the resources that became' available.

Within two years of the mandate, the Bureau became the Division

r..
of Research and Deielopment reflectitit the newpriorities for its services

withift the school system.

As a backgroua for considration of the information gathered

about the patterns of evaluative services provideirin the district, it is

7 .



_6.

well to consider the "track record" of Title I projects within the district.
a.

A total of 32 sepatate projects have beery funded under Title I since 1965.

Of the 11 projects, currently in operation, three or slightly more than

nine percenttociginated during the first year of operation. The district's

style for installation of new projects has generally been a one -at -a -tine

plan, except for 1967-196S when four of the 11 currently, operating projects

ereorigi2ated. the survival rate for-theprojects has been summarized

in Figure 1.

As can be seen from Figure 1, the survival rate of Title I projects

has been rather substantial in the district. Fourteen or almost 44 percent

of the projects have survived through being tpans&r:,ed intact to other

funding where they have continued to operate. The reasons for such trans:-

ferral have been many -In most instances,_ transfers were made because

other specialized funding sources became available which were directly in-

tended to support tkeie efforts. Sonbtines, the target populations in these

projects were more generalized than categorical as was requited under Title

guidelines. Other reasons for transferral involved the type of services

being provided under Title I. For example, staff development efforts were

given little priority in the state regulations. The directives thavTitle

services should be targeted on the early years of the school experience and

that the projects must involve direct service to children rathei than efforts

to train teachers came through loud and clear.

When taking into account the transfer policy of the projects, the

survival rate of Title / projects in the district has been high. It is fair

to say, however, that the administrative experience gained in operating the

Title I projects was a factor in such dekisions: In addition, infofation

liop the evaluations documented that the activities were serving childt

ale teachers in'perfectly legithvitiways a'ithough in conflict with Titre I
8



FIGURE 1

SURVIVAL RATE

TITLE I PROJECTS

N = 32

ALIVE AND WELL

SINCE 1965- 6 (3)

1966-6 (1

1967-68 (4)

1968-69. (1)

1969-70 (1)

1973-74 (1)

TOTAL: 11 34.2%

TRANSFERRED INTACT TO OTHER FUNDING 14 43,82

SOME ELEMENTS INCORPORATED UNDER 3 9,3%
OTHER FUNDING

DEAD AND BURIED

9
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guides. Generally, the evaluatioes-pvvided data not only aboUt what

the staff said it was doing, but what the other audiences said they were

oing. Consideration of such a variety of perspectives' helped to clarify

'hat was happening and what should have been happening. It has been a

ocal fetish from the onStart of evaluation activities to attempt to relate

pupil outcomes to Whether or not the treatment was delivered. Without this

base, pronduncements about client change were meaningless. From such a

cauldron of administrative experience and evaluation findings, a modus

operandi has emerged. To the credit of the district, the art of project

development and implementation has come a long way since 1965.

That there are some "better ways than others" has been demonstrated

1110
in the matter of implementing projects. For example, projects of some scope

require shakediwri periods. For a major project, this time can mean about

three school years to implement and refine operations. During this shake-

down period, communication of project intent to schoOl and community is

critical. Credibility is an issue here. Pupil selection processes, schedul-

ing of services, and, of course, selection of the staff require careful

attention during the installation stages. The staff must be committed and

they will need time to learn their roles. These phenomena in the educa-

tional enterprise have been identified time and again in the various

evaluations provided for Title I and other projects. Unfortunately, these

issues seem to be rarely considered by legislators and bureaucrats. They

are usually most disillusionded when instant improvements are not forth-

coming and do not deem willing to deal with the realities of project

implementation.

Another Consideration in the background of the impact of the

Title I mandate for evaluation in the school district is the experience

10.
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with the evaluation 'liaison teacher plan. This e ffort was an attempt to

upgrade the competencies of classroom teachers in ptogram evaluation at

the local.sdhool level. It was undertaken by the Division of Research and-
.

.

Deveiopement in 1971. This plan provided for assignment of anevaluation

teacher at each school to serve as a resource for the-school staff in

assessment of its programs. The model wat first implemented in connection

with thesummer school programming offered in Cleveland's Title .1 schoOls.

Each school staff had respon sibility for undertaking plann ing and deVelop-,

ing a summer 'program. As a resu lt, evaluation was also undertaken at the

local school for the summer school program'. Consultants from the Division

of Research and Development provided assistance to the teachers via the

phone or'on site. The teachers were responsible for supportive services

. to the staff in the areas of development of instructional objectivei,

data collection, data analysis techniques and reporting procedures. The

DivfSion staff developed four training sessions for the teachers and, any

principals who wished to attend. An evaluation packet of practice and

source materials was provided for each school.

The evaluation liaison teacher model proved workable -- indicating

that loCal school personnel can evaluate, that .large -scale training pro-

grams in evaluation ai'e-Seasible and that support through central staff

consultation produced more effective programming (Fleming, 1972). This

experience served to involve every Title I school in evaluation efforts

and to demonstrate the practicality of such efforts.

To assess the impact of the ESEA Title I mandate:upon the evalua-

tion activities of the Division, twd approiClies were employed for thisg
paper. First, a case study was designed to describe the evaluation

activities of the Division observed at, two points of time. Although

8.



such a study has an ex post facto charaOter, it attempted to document the

requests for evaluation service and origin of such requests between two

points in time. In particular the request rates for the two periods, the

types of evaluative questions and the types of processes to be implemented

were described. The case study was an attempt to observe regular behavior,

in the ordinary setting of the Division's services. The second approach'

was,a survey of special project,managers and curriculum supervisors.

Two geheral purposes provided the focus for the caserAtidy-of.-,--___
A

the pattern.,of evaluation requests made of the Division of Research and

Development serving the Cleveland Public Schools. These purposes included

(1) describing the nature of the requests for evaluation and (2) comparing

the incidence of change occurring in the requests between two comparison

points' of time.

To obtain data to compare the nature of the evaluation requests,

a simple form-with,12 'categories Of services was devised to classify the

requests. The classifications were derived from the published functions.

for the evaluation section of the Division. A record of the requests for

the.various services was obtained ,from a monthly planner log maintainl

in the office of the DAsion Director, The requests were recorded with

the intention of establishing two samples so 'thatthat the overall pat rn .of
, ,

i

._the requests and andrates could be determined an compared. Only !

.
,

.

.

initial or new requests were re orded in an effort to
,

identify developing
%.

trends and to distinguish such activities from maintenance efforts

projects funded through Federal and Stite sources receive the evaluative
.

services listed in the:Checklist as part of the on-going.operaiion of the
, I '

,..' ,

,Division. The two points of time selected were the 1971-72 and 1974-75

school years. These years were selected because'they represented stages
/

C

12



10.

of the Division's development. In the first instance, the Division re-

.ported to the Deputy Superintendent of the district. In the letter case,

the Division had been incorporated into the Deparment of Special Projects

and 6atinuing Education.

The staff requesting evaluative services were classified into

those in the Curriculum az4 Instruction Dbpartmmt and those in the various
A
It`

atory....vd special projects. It should be noted that these central

staff personnel; fere operating vnder the general kund in the first instance

and federal and/or state sources in the letter Ate.
Figure 2 summarizes the percentages of requests for the various

types of evaluative services from the central staff working in curriculum
\.

and instruction and those working in the vartaus projects. For the first

'A 11

ti

comparison period--63 new requests were received froi C & I Staff. The

requests for the second period numbered 78. Special project staff requests

totalled 43 and 45 respectively.

Comparison of the percentages of these!new requests for evaluation

indicates the following:

1. The types of requests from C & I personnel reflect less
change than the types observed from the-SP staff.

2. Since the first observation time, C & I requestsfor
consultation services have almost doubled. Other in-

creases occurred in the requests for training- sessions
and for development and/or refinement-of objectives.

3. New Cl I requests for development of assessment
designs were continuitg- at a co=parable rate,
reoresenting,s." iy more than one Wit of five of

the total,r sts at both comparison points.

.4. 'lee-greatest decrease in C I requests occurred in

-cile area of critiquing data collection requests.

(This last trend nay be attributable to a policy for conducting

Cooperative research studies ihich was adipted by the school systea in 1972.

R.

.:These re4pests ark now_Channeled directly to the Division.)

13
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S. SP staff requests for presentations of fp-eli'cigs.to

comity groups reflected the largest increase
between the two col:cpari.son points.

.n

6. Presentation of findings to co=unity represented
the second largest increase in SP. staff requests.

7. Largest decrease appeared in SP staff requests for
preselitasirra of training sessions. Consultation
requestS 2=0.n:sting for almost four cout7tof ten,
exceeded all other categories in the second period.

The changes in patterns of requests from the SP staff offer an

interesting contrast to those observed for C I personnel., Evaluation

activities provided by the Division generally &ye merged as a result

of the requirements of the funding source. The shifts in the nature of

the requests, therefore, appear to be reiatgd to the mandated procedures

of the funding source,. For example, more formalized dissemination of

findings' abaut.the projects is now required for the cot city. Although

many projects have operated for a number of years, project guidelines

have increasingly Trriftlted more specifiCity in program objectives which

is reflected in a continuing level of activities in .this area in the

second comparison period. An increase also occurred in the area of anai?z-
NA*.

ing data and applying data processing services. Ibis demsnad.apparptly,

is related to the increased availbility,of such services because of the

school district's expansion of .its =Tater services.

The steady rate of requests
iestsfiom the spece. Project Staff in-

. -
dicates the continuing relw.c. le of activities in .the projecti in question. ,

The continuing and increasing pace of demand for evaltation services. frovi--

the C 4 T staff reflects a rippje effect from the school district's efforts

to provide for rhe evaluation of Title-I and Other .federal 4g1,state

funded projects in an appropriate ember. -

Three purposes gave direction to the state of Cutiloolloa and

-s_-- ;
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Instruction staff and Special Project namagers. These were (1) to identify

the general level of satisfaction with evaluation services being provided '

by the Division of Research and Developnent, (2) to describe the nature of

% 1/4

the evaluation services lihich C I staff reported receiving and (3) to

determine the rhRnges in c4sch services which C f I staff and project managers

Surveys were distributed through the school nail' system to 2g

C& I central staff and 48 SP managers. A response rate of S7 and 60 per

cent respectively was achieved. be survey forms with percentages of re-

sponse for the various categories maz be found in. Appendix A.

Almost nine out of ten C I staff responding, indicated that

they had requested assistance from the Division of Research and Develop-
-

lt

nent in 11 areas during te past three school years. Specifically, the

following responses reflect the pattern of services provided. Over SO.

percent reported assistance in writing project program proposals whi/e

less than 20 per cent reported help in designing instrumentation and com-

piling information. About forty-four percent reported help in conducting

a program evaluation anal almost four out of tenS I respondents ilAicated

assistance in writing behavioral objectives, conducting staff development

programs and researchingpartiallaz-topics or questions. -.

ALligh_lemel!of,satisfaction was reportedwiihabogt nine

of ten tatting of at least "well satisfied," Respondents
11

co=ented on the practieal, efficient service provided by responsive

persons. 0Jly one respondent indicated that inexperienced pbrsonnel 124

.

been assir-ed without Tent training and guidance fron-the Division.

More than half Of the respondents indicated that they would aefinitely

request program evaluation service again from the Division.

4.
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Three out of four C I I staff reported having received copies of

various specialprojeii-evaluations and expressed positive reactions to

these reports. More than two out of three of the C & I staff indicated

that they saw these evaluation reports as models for evaluation of progra*

in their curriculum area. Analysis of the content of their comments in-

dicates that ttey view the purpose of evaluation as proviAing information

about whether or not programs are meeting their objectives so that de-

cision could be made to improve the program. In eAtiition, they appeared

to view evaluation as identifying strengths and weaknesses of programs so

that changes coald be effected in the instruction services-for pupils.

Three out of the seven recommendatioaS received from C & I staff

centered on the topic of personnel. Two called for expansion-of the staff

and the third, for assigning one person on a continuing basis so as to

provide for continuity of philosophy and program awareness. One respondent

noted a concern that testing instruments should reflect the program ob-

jectives being evaluated.

The survey data indicate that the C & I staff are klowle*Igeable

about the evaluation services available and.express a high level of satis-

faction with the evaluation services that have been provided. Their view

of the purposes of evaluation follows the general rationale promulgated for

compensatory program evaluation. At this point in the they see the possi-r

bility ofalrportant iniormation being generated for derision-making. This
0

attitude. appears to be substantiated 'as well by the increasing level of

special requelts.noted in the Division log.

Definite contrasts in `attitude could be pridicItedloetween the

C 8 I staff and SP staff. In the latter case, -a more negative -dew could

be anticipated because evaluation for the projects is mandated by funding

I
17
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of becoming ire familiar with evaluation procedures, experiencing the use

sources. Viewed as a Lnecessary-evil" and a recess for which the staff

would have no choice, negativism would be the case more often than not.

Contrary to this expectation, almost three out of four SP staff reported

being at least "well satisfied" with *the services of the Division in

- evaluating their projects. Many more concerns than those expressed by

the C ft I staff were reported by SP personnel, however.

Apparently experience with evaluation contributes to greater

support for the activity. About one out of four SP staff responded that

their initial level of satisfaction improved over the years as a result

of evaluation feedback, seeing an improvement in the quality of the re-
f

'Vorts and finding a more cooperative working relationship with a chapge in

.valuators. More than one third responding saw the project staff as also

growing more favorable over the more recent years toward the evaluative

process. Factors contributing to the resistance or negative reactions of

the iroect staff to evaluation were identified as "too many data collection

procedures, inherent suspicion of evaluation, poor communication about What

was expected, tight schedule for data collection, lateness of availability

of results and the project staff's difficulty in distinguishing between-

project evaluation and individual evaluation."

Albosf 97-per cent of the SP staff reported usin4 evaluation
.

findings in discussing the project in staff conferences and meetings. ln,

addition, findings were also discussed in meetings. of Parents' Advisory

Councils, Parent Teacher Association, dss ct arlmrnIstrators, state and

federal officials end local, state and national meetings and during parental

visitations. Only one .respondent indicated not Using the findings in any of

these situations.

ea.
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satisfaction with some 17 aspects of the projects described in

the project evaluations shoved a range from a low of 14 per cent for the

presentation of comity opinion in the evaluatioh reports to a high

of 79 per cent for presentation of the evaluation plan and data analysis.

Other areas of spparent satisfaction included preientations of instruc-

tiomal procedures, pupil selection and staff responsibilities. Relatively

Bess satisfaction was indicated for presentation of cost effectiveness

data and affective effects in the evaluations.

Overall reaction to the evaluations provided for their projects

saw about a two out of three ratio of respondents selecting responses

indicated as "enthusiastic, useful, effective, pro#sisag, relevant, clear,

interesting and positive" on'the rating scale.

Analysis'of connemts of SP staff related to _providing information

for decision naking about their projects show that timeliness of the in-
/

formation is viewed as determining its utility. Most view the data as a

basis for adjusting plans and reorganizing oporations. One respondent

distinguished between decision making for project operations and. decision

*wig concerning the evaluation.

The primary purpose of evaluation of the projects was viewed as
et

identification of strengths and weaknesses to determine whether 'Or not

the project is meeting its objectives. Generally, recommendations to the

Division about' evaluaion,oper-Stiods involved assignment sAf evaluation

personnel who are responsive and interact with the project staff, pro-

vidi4 expanded feedback in enough time to up such infornation for

-Improvement, Imp oved presentation of data? sinpt N.i.:cation o daia

. collection and improved communica.tion aboutiexpeetations and responsibilities.

Apparentlr, the assigning of persons as evalugtOrs lap: are able

19.



to establish appropriate rapport and communication is of critical impsztance

in the design and carrying out of an evaluation. Particularly revealing

is the following convent from a project manager:

It is no secet...that Hrs. X has been of immeasurible
support to us, since the beginning, by:

. interpreting project responsibilities to Title If
. accommodating, whenever possible, the special needs

of the project
being available and willing to attend meetings of the

entire staff whenever invited
showing enthusiasm for our work and making every

effort to present it in a positive manner
being available for consultation at work, as well

as at home
a4lauging her work so that we know deadlines and

data required far in advance. .

We are very fortunate in having someone ofitif.-,X's
backgroung and experience in the field of reading as

our evaluator.

In their perceptive analysis of Title I failures and successes,
%

Hughes and Hughes (1972) described qualities of the district's Title I

program. They identified its key features as centralized planning,

deficit prevention, continuity of service, focus on achieving of grade
A

level academic performance in relation to age and beaming of the entire

program at disadvantaged children from hard core poverty. Although

quoting extensively from evaluation data to show that improvement in

pupil behavior can be achieved if the prescribed treitnents are delivered,

they take no note orthe fact that A concerted and formalized -evaluation

process had provided their information.

Itis evidefit from the incidence of requests for eialiation

services from C & I staff and the perceptions of SP staff that evaluation

has been liittinized in the district. Although .problems continue In

various areas such as providing timely feedback oflinfor=tion, main-

raining cor-mlication abott intent of evaluation and carelnI conitoring

2Q-
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of process to dete Irnir4. inplementation, it, is apparent that evaluation

can be a credible process. The to for Title I evaluation has-IS -

served to structure not only expectancies for evaluation of Title I

projects bit for other district endeavors as well. Hopefully, the

evaluation.effort has denonstrated the utility of evaluation services

for programa improvement. The noral of the story seems to be that

utility will soon be discaveTed. The word appears to get around very

fpt when such services live up to their practise.

21
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APPENDIX A
.

Summary of Responses

N = 16

CCI Staff

1. During the past three school years, have you requested assistance
from the Division Of Researth.and Development? N %

N %' N % No. R*

Yes 14 87.S No 1 6.3 1 6
r
3

If no, please skip to question font .

a. If yee, please indicate in which of the areas listed below
assistance was requested. (Please check item.)

N %

6 37.5 (1)

N %

_ 4 23. (2)

N %

4 25. (3) selecting standard-
ized tests

N %

13 81.3 (4) writing project
proposals

writing behavioral
objectiyes

constructing class-
room tests

Mug

N %

7 43.8 (5) conducting a program
evaluation

N %

3 18.8(6)

N %

3 1.1.5 (7)

N %

6 37.5(8)

N %
6432.,..5 (91

designing questionnaires,
surveys and interview
schedules

compiling information
from school records,
personnel or sources

conducting
development programs

researching particular
topic or question

other: critiquing materials

preparing reports

2. In general, how welb satisfied were you. with the servieesof the.
Division in the areas for which you had assistance? Place check below.

Very Well Well Somewhat Not 'Not at all

- 'Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied

N % N % N %

12 75 : 2 12.5 : 1. .63 :

Comments:

No
Response

N %
1 63

23



CCI Staff

3. If the Division has conducted a program evaluation for you, mould
1you request such service again? Placg a check in the blank below.

No 1

Definitely Yes Probably Yes Undecided Probably No Definitely No Responsel

N % N %
9 56.3 : : : 7 43.

4. Have you received copies of evaluation reports prepared by this
Division of the following programs? N %

N % H % No. R

Yes 12 75. No 3 18.8 1 6.3

If yes (Please check any in the list below Which you have received.)

If no, please skip to question eight.

N %

8 50.0 Title (For example:

N % .

7 43..8 Title

N
1 6.3 Title
N %

2 12.5 Title
N_ 'a

4 25.0 Title

I programs

III programs

VI programs'

VII programs

IX programs

Child Development, 1.4h Skills,
Reading Improvement)and the
1 ike)

(Environmental Action, Project Impact)and .

the like)

(Handicapped Children programs)

(Bilingual program)

(Ethnic Studies program)

S. Please list any other evaluation reports from this Division which you
have received.

111,.. ,1...........n.rio:IN11.11.

6.' how would you describe your reactions to these evaluations or others
from the Division which you have had a chance to read. Place a cheek
in the "blank which is closest to the way you feel. No

basis
N % N.% N %N %N for

3
_

answer
positive 9 51.3 :18.7:. :

6!V 1 3 3/6.3:18.7:/18.7

EMI2-1.51
indifferent
supportive 9

-
useful 9 56.3 :3 18.8: :

discouragiit
irrelevant.

clear

r--.

I 5
25.0 '

4 1

7 43.8 :25.0:16.3:

effective '6

interesting7

. s6

37.5 :3715: ineffsetiye'
3_ -72-1

43.8 :18.7:12.5: doll

negative

pntbuslastic---,

opposed

promising
. relevant

confusing

"



7. Do you feel thatecny of these reports Gffer models for evaluation
of programs in your uuliculum area?

Yes. No

Co=ents:

8. What do you consider to by the primary purpose of evaluation of
school and/or subject area programs?

9.. What changes would you recommend that this Division implement. in
it evaluation operations?

25
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Project Staff -

APPOMIX A

SUmmary of Responses

N = 29

1. In your years as a projectAmanager, the Division of earch has
provided evaluation service to your project. In gene 1 bow well
satisfied were You initially with, the services of the ivisioa In
evaluating your project. Place a check in the blank b low.

Very Well Well Somewhat" Little Not t all No
Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied Sati fied Response

N % N%*N4N%N%
12 41.3; 9 31.0 :3 10.3 : 3 10.3 : 1 3.4 : 1 3.4

2. now hat your opinion changed since then?

ouch more
Positive
Now

More No Change Lest
Positive PositiOe

Now Now

% N

S 17.2:
t N % N

13.7:1$ 62.0 1 5.4

i-luch less No
Positive Response
Now

3. If your initial opinion has changed, uhy/ Yes 7 24:1% No 22 75.9%.
. more familiar with evaluation proceduiaandprograa Is

feedback from Divi$on has arrived early enough to you in planning

2 .change ilfevaLma.6r who proved more knowledgeable, showed e
concern for project success and.rademore.servIces availab to Ps

2 .

. improved quality of reports-ind continAing=iee

4

. -

more cooperative planning and evaluator4 nore knowledgeable

about program. and difficulties encotmtered,

4. How would you detcribe the ,itial reactims thp evaluation of
,the groups listed below? (Mice a check in Tank which Is ciao
to the lay you feel.)

Project staff
.0thir teachers in
.projetta schools
Printi' *-

project schools'
Parents 7-

_nistration
PACAommunity

al

IR

o Somewhat. Seitlegkat:
Respansec:tRa4vorable_Fav,rrable

; ""`11 _t - Xj-4-
1 3A- .44141.44r-3: 1-3 ; -A- 40-4 ;
4 13.3- 3 17.2 :31A

"Ir

4 13. 63,_ 20:7 _7_ 24.1 :16. 34.411
10 34.4 ; .Sl*:17.2-.4: 6-:i,204-. _,

- 0. -1., -,_
_ ,

9 31-ea -::.. S :17.2 9., 44 .:
14 48.2 ,:.1_,,-.2-: :2- 6,8V -_6_ 264 ,:, I t;

r
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No
Response

24- 82.8

25 86.2 *4

21 72.4 8

26 89.5 3

22 75.8 7

Project Staff

5. Bare thpse'reactions changed over the past few years? Use the

following scale by placing a egek in the appropriate blank below:

V

Grown more
Favorable

.No

Basis
Grown Less for No

No Change Favorable answer Response
% N 1_

6.8: 1 3.4"
N % )k t N

Project stiff. 14 48.2 : -2 6.8 : 2

Other teachers in project
schools 8 27.5: 14 48 :2: : 2

Principals in project schools 5 17.2: 17 58.6 : 6.8:
Parents 3 10.3 : 11 37.9 : : 3

Adninistration s 17.2 : 11 37.9 : : 3

PAC/Community Councils 4 13.8 : 7 24.1 : : 4

6.8: 5 17.2

4 13.7

10.3:11 37.9

10.3: 9 24.0

13.8:13: 44.8

6. Which of the following factors probably contributed to any resistance

. or negative reaction to the project evaluation from the staff? Please

check below.

Ao .prev4ons experience with evaluation procedures

11.7Poor communication; people 'core not informed about what was expected

27.5 Presence of too many data collection procedures

12,3Schedule of data collection .

2 . inherent suspicion of evaluation
24.10ther (specify) . poor testing situation set up by evaluator

. lack Of understanding 'about necessity for
program evaluation

. lateness of availability of results
was encountered

. teachers find it hard to distinguish- between
project evaluation and individual evaluation'

. staff was on defensive because of having-been
scolded about school standings

7. Please indicate by a check if you have used any of the evaluation findings

in discussing the project in- (Process. Evaluation)

75.8 7 24.1 No resistance

Don't know

28.

13

9

11

gaff conferences,, meetings

441'1PAC neetiugs

31.0 PTA mcetinap
Of

yd.

4

37.9 Parental visitations to the project clasics, semificce.
. administrative personnel -. co=munity
. Statelneetirigs, SEA co=ntications council
. demonstratiOn meetings . Federal officials ,

. salesmen trying to sell wares :agencies

inseivice meerings,,WiAsliops

. home visitations

.-natio4a1 teetings, 27

36 55.1 Other (SPECIFY)

3.4 Not used
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4. lbw well is each df the following aspects of year
in ,t evaluations of pour project? Place a check
is closest to the way you feel.

Project Staff

project %ascribed
in the blank which

Basis
Not at for No
all answer ae-onse

V. b_

1 3.4: 4 13.7

1 . .
affective effects'

-cognitive effects

staff opinion -
parental opinion

comity opinion

cost effectivesi
staff development
activities

-project timetable

Very Fairly
Nell

% ii _ %

4'13.7 : 6 20:+3 `44.-8: 1

r2 4 1 . 3 : 7 24.1:6 20.6 : 2 6.8; -2 6.8

11 37.9 :6 20.6 6 20.61 3.4 :3 : 2 6.8

7 24.1 : 1 3.:7 24.1:2 6.8:5 17.2 2 6.8: 5 17.2

4 13.7: :4 13:7:4 13.7:6 20.6:5 17.2: 6 20.6

6 20.6:5'17.3 3 10.3:2 6.8:3 10.3:3 10.3: 7 24.1

3 10.3:2' 6.8:

1.0.32 6.8 .

6.8

:1 3.4: 3 10.3

8 n.s :5 17.21 r1D. 1 3.4;2 6.8:4 13.7: 6 20.6 .

disseninatiori activities 8 27.5:6 20.6:3 2 6.8: 4 13.7:2 6_8:4 13.7

pupil selection

evaluation plan

data analysis

14 48.3:5 17.2:1 3.4 3 10.3:1 3.4:3 10.3: 2 6.8

18 62.4 : 5 17.2:3 10.3 1 1.4:

r6 ss.3.: 7 24.5.2 6.8:-.

: 2 6.8

:1 3.4: 3 10:3

staff respozasibi 1 iti'es 13 44.8: 6 20:6 5 17.2:1 3.4:1 3:4:

project materials--

project organization
and management

: 3 10.3

9 31.0 :9 31.0:5 17.2:7 3.4 2 6.5 : 3 10.3

15 51.7: 4 13.7;5 174:2 6.101 3.4 : 2 6.8

instructional techniques 7,24.1: 6 20.E1:6 20.6:1 3.4 5 3-.4; 3 10.3

9. How would you describe your overall reaction tc) the ev-aluedons -
provided for your prpject? Place a check in the blank which is closest
to the. way you feel. . ho-lesponstly

N %i N % A % N % N % - -
indifferent I 3.,4 : * 17.2:9 31.0:10 34.4 enthiniastic 4 L3:7

'useful LS 51.7:9 31.0:2 6.8:1 3.4- 1 3.4 useless' 1 3.4-,
cf-fectiva 1Z 41.3:2 275:2 6.2:1 34: 2 --8 .indffettive 4 13.7

-

gin 1 3.4:1 3:4:6 20.6:6 20.6:12 441.3 promising 3 10.3
-

irrelcv t ...12 6.8: 5-17.2:6 20.6:13 44.8 inlay/ant. 3 10.3
clear 13 4418:7 17.2:4 13.7:4 13.7; confusing. 1 3.4
Interesting 10_34.4:10_34.0:4_1L.7: 3 10.3 , dull - 2' 6.8
titgativo 1 3.4: 1 3.4:4 13.7=8 27.5:13 444,8 Mat:E9* 2 LA,.



r-

Project Staff .

10. Have you fomnd that the evaluations supply you ,with informatior--
decision raking about your project?

Comments:

Yes

11. ,roat do you consider to be the primary purpose of evaluation of
projects?

se

r.

12. What changes would you recommend that this Division impleneat in
its evaluation operations?

44
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